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Objectives: This paper explores the issue of how a rural economy can be analysed and, in particular, how an enterprising rural economy can be framed.  The notion of an enterprising rural economy is important because entrepreneurship, as measured by indicators such as new firm formation rates, has been correlated with economic prosperity and growth.  At a policy level, there is broad consensus that enterprise generates economic growth and vitality within an economy, and is fundamental to coping with and responding to broader changes in the organisation and dynamics of economic activity and interaction.

Prior Work: Entrepreneurship is not a solely urban affair or preoccupation.  The relative distribution of SIC codes, and hence the ‘spread’ of economic activity, is broadly the same in rural and urban areas; but the intensity and overall scale of economic activity is lower in rural areas.  This suggests that entrepreneurship exists throughout the rural economy, but is more diffused than in urban areas. 

Approach: This paper seeks to address this risk of ‘under-socialization’ of rural enterprise by developing a conceptual framework that points to a typology of rural economies and enterprise in rural economies.  The argument underpinning the paper is that the spatial dimensions of rural enterprise are variable, rather than uniform, and so should be seen and represented as an heterogeneous and multi-faceted phenomenon.  To support this proposition, the authors build a taxonomy of different forms and types of rural enterprise economy that highlight the intrinsic heterogeneity of the phenomenon.  Taxonomies such as that developed in this paper can be helpful for analytical classification purposes and also for policy analysis; in that they allow for segmentation by different types of rural enterprise economy, and hence more appropriately targeted interventions (Atherton, 2006)

Results:  Defines what constitutes an enterprising economy and rural enterprise.  Explore those structures and processes which create the requirement for success by examining the drivers and the barriers which impact upon rural economies.  Thirdly, a conceptual framework is provided.  Finally, policy recommendations are considered.

Implications:  The taxonomy of rural enterprise economies proposes that this is, in itself, a complex and variable concept and phenomenon.  Rather than propose a series of generic, or universal applicable, characteristics, dimensions or dynamics of enterprise in a rural setting, the framework points to different forms and configurations of entrepreneurship in the countryside.  In proposing a taxonomy that is, like all classification schemes, generalising of individual and specific circumstances, the validity of the framework lies in its ability to find and establish a balance between sense making through conceptual aggregation and the extent to which these aggregated categories can be applied in a meaningful way to specific instances of a rural economy and to the exercise and dynamics of enterprise within it.

This indicates a need to apply the framework, which at present, is a conceptual proposition rather than empirically validated explanation or description of the phenomenon it is seeking to analyse and understand.  A key next step, therefore, is to seek to validate (or dismiss) the taxonomy by applying it to a national context and assessing its applicability and value in application.  The authors are intending to do this nationally (via an analysis of the UK) and trans-nationally (with European partners).
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1. Introduction: What is a rural economy?

This paper explores the issue of how a rural economy can be analysed and, in particular, how an enterprising rural economy can be framed.  The notion of an enterprising rural economy is important because entrepreneurship, as measured by indicators such as new firm formation rates, has been correlated with economic prosperity and growth (e.g. Gavron et al., 1998; Johnson and Conway, 1995; Keeble and Walker, 1994; Reynolds et al., 2000; Reynolds et al., 1994).  At a policy level, there is broad consensus that enterprise generates economic growth and vitality within an economy, and is fundamental to coping with and responding to broader changes in the organisation and dynamics of economic activity and interaction (Bolton, 1971; DTI, 2001; EC, 2003; OECD, 1998; SBA, 2002).

Increasing the entrepreneurial capacity and capability of rural areas has been identified as a means of addressing economic development constraints and under-performance in rural areas (Atherton and Hannon, 2006; CSWP, 2003; Jordaan et al., 2003; Laukkanen and Niittykangas, 2003.  This has led the Department of the Environment Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) to initiate strategies for economic development in less prosperous rural areas in England, through enterprise development as well as other forms of intervention, the intention being to:

’reduce the gap in productivity between the least well performing quartile of rural areas and the English median by 2008, demonstrating progress by 2006, and improve the accessibility of services for people in rural areas’ (Defra, 2005.7).

And yet there is little discussion of the notion of a rural enterprise economy, as a distinct concept and phenomenon.  Although there have been broad descriptions and discussions of the ‘enterprise economy’ and an ‘enterprise culture’ as a whole (e.g. Schram, 2006), these have typically taken the nation or region as the spatial unit of analysis, rather than differentiating between different types of geography, such as rural and urban (Atherton and Frith, 2006).  Where enterprise and entrepreneurship is explored in a rural context, studies have tended to focus on the dynamics and behaviours of individuals, often focusing on farmers, as, entrepreneurs within a rural setting (e.g. Carter 1996, 1999, 2006; Kalantaridis and Bik, 2006a, 2006b; Kalantaridis and Labriandis, 2004; McElwee 2006a, 2006b, 2006c; McElwee et al., 2006; Simmons and Kalantaridis, 1999).
  Carter (1998), Carter and Rosa (1998), McNally (2001) and Borsch and Forsman (2001), argue that the methods used to analyse business entrepreneurs in other sectors can be applied to rural businesses such as farmers.

What appears to be missing from accounts of rural enterprise, therefore, is its spatial and socioeconomic context, i.e. the locational characteristics and features of entrepreneurial activity within a rural context.  This risks the emergence of a portrayal of rural enterprise as under-socialized because of a greater concern with individual agents than with the contextual structure within which entrepreneurs operate (Granovetter, 1985).

This paper seeks to address this risk of ‘under-socialization’ of rural enterprise by developing a conceptual framework that points to a typology of rural economies and enterprise in rural economies.  The argument underpinning the paper is that the spatial dimensions of rural enterprise are variable, rather than uniform, and so should be seen and represented as an heterogeneous and multi-faceted phenomenon.  To support this proposition, the authors build a taxonomy of different forms and types of rural enterprise economy that highlight the intrinsic heterogeneity of the phenomenon.  Taxonomies such as that developed in this paper can be helpful for analytical classification purposes and also for policy analysis; in that they allow for segmentation by different types of rural enterprise economy, and hence more appropriately targeted interventions (Atherton, 2006).

The paper has four aims.  Firstly, it defines what constitutes an enterprising economy and rural enterprise.  Secondly, it will explore those structures and processes which create the requirement for success by examining the drivers and the barriers which impact upon rural economies.  Thirdly, a conceptual framework will be provided.  Finally, some policy recommendations are considered.

2. A review of the enterprising rural economy and its developmental context.

Rural economies like other economies are shaped by many different forces.  Factors or drivers that influence local economic development - such as geography; topography and physical location; access to transport and distribution networks; proximity to markets; size and skill of labour force, for example - are relatively straightforward to understand, observe and empirically analyse.  Other factors that are less tangible and so more difficult to capture also influence local economic development.  Qualitative phenomena that are likely to influence the configuration and nature of local rural communities include: the formation of shared values and norms within localised communities; the routines, rituals and knowledge generated and deployed within local cultures (Geertz, 1973); collective views of what is in the public good or economic interest (Wall, E. et al 1998, Ray, 1998); and social networks and capital (Malecki, 1997).  ‘New institutional economic’ representations of economies and their development attribute differing rates of growth to the extent of development of institutions, broadly defined as the ‘rules of the game’ of socioeconomic exchange and interaction (North, 2007).  These intangible and contextualised dimensions of local economic development are therefore likely to frame and shape patterns of enterprise in rural economies.

2.1

Developing an analytical approach to examining rural enterprise

A challenge in analysing the dimensions of enterprise within any spatial dimension, or context, is to develop appropriate means of defining, codifying and measuring entrepreneurship.  Although many characterisations of enterprise have focused on new venture creation, and in particular measures of new firm formation, established indicators may not be accurate indicators of this activity (Atherton, 2006) or do not reflect entrepreneurial activity that extends beyond new venture creation (Atherton, 2004).  Tools have been used to measure the economic success of rural areas (Boddy et al, 2005), the success of rural businesses, (Carter and Rosa, 1998) and indeed the individual rural entrepreneur (McElwee, 2006, Stathopoulou et al, 2004).  However these measures focus on the individual entrepreneur or the legal entity established by the entrepreneur (Gibb, 2000).  Such considerations do not consider the characteristics of what constitutes an enterprising rural economy, as a spatial and sociocultural concept, and construct.

Thus there are multiple constructions of both the rural and rurality (Philo, 1992).  Rural has been depicted as ‘global mediascape, (Appadurai, 1996) and social construct (Little and Austin, 1996) or cultural (van der Ploeg, 1997) construct.  Other definitions have attempted to produce quantifiable measurements of rural and rurality, using measures such as regional productivity, population, firm output for example and use regional area and population criteria.  The State of the Countryside report, for example, (2005) divided rural England into a taxonomy of three categories using a metric of population sparsity as a means of distinguishing between different forms of rural area (sparsely-populated, ‘sparse’, ‘non-sparse’).  Inherent to this depiction of rurality is the notion that populations, and hence socioeconomic activities, are dispersed and so not based on the logic of agglomeration that underpins definitions and characterisations of urbanisation.  Defra’s (2004) new definition of rural, introduced at the start of 2005 produces a classification of six types of rural area: town (less sparse); town (sparse); village (less sparse); village (sparse); dispersed (less sparse); dispersed (sparse). 

Population densities provide a more nuanced characterisation of rurality than population size overall.  Rural areas have been defined as those settlements with fewer than 10,000 inhabitants, for example, when population size measures were used instead of density/dispersion measures.  Cosh and Hughes, (1996; 2000) have used the following categorisation, using the logic of population size: conurbations; large towns (built-up area population of 150,000 or more); small towns (between 10,000 and 149,999 people); and rural areas with fewer than 10,000 people.

The correlation between economic development and enterprise has been established and identified through successive studies of local and regional development, with levels of enterprise, and the level of entrepreneurial culture affecting trends and variances in spatial performance.  Successive special issues of Regional Studies (1984, 1994, 2004), for example, have established a clear and robust relationship between prosperity and rates of new venture formation.  Enterprise, and entrepreneurial activity, are primary drivers and enablers of social development and prosperity (Schram, 2004).  Entrepreneurs, who start and manage their own businesses, contribute to development and growth within local economies.

2.2

Drivers of the rural enterprise economy

A number of drivers of development in a rural regional and local economy have been identified and discussed in the literature.  These are shown in Table 1. 

	Drivers
	References

	Employment and skills
	The Treasury (2001), Boddy et al (2005)

	Investment
	The Treasury (2001). Boddy et al (2005)

	Innovation
	The Treasury (2001)  

	Enterprise
	The Treasury (2001), (Kupiainen, et al. 2000)

	Competition
	The Treasury (2001)  

	Economic capital
	(Falconer, 2000; Poot et al., 2006) Agarwal et al (2004)

	Human capital
	(McElwee, 2005) Agarwal et al (2004)

	Social capital
	(Klodzinski, 2001). Agarwal et al (2004) (Lowe and Talbot, 2000; McElwee, 2004).

	Cultural capital
	Agarwal et al (2004)

	Environmental capital
	Agarwal et al (2004)

	Mobility
	(Maskell et al., 1998) Boddy et al (2005)

	Travel time and peripherality
	Boddy et al (2005)


Table 1 Drivers of rural success
The OECD (1996) suggests that less tangible factors are the reasons why rural areas with very similar characteristics, can exhibit differences in economic performance.  According to Defra (2005a), rural areas can display significant strengths socially and economically.  From this perspective, they are likely to have attractive housing, good labour relations, lower wages, lower rental and premises costs, and greater space for business expansion.  The ‘quality of life associated with living and working in a rural environment can have a positive impact on competitiveness because these attributes attract entrepreneurial incomers who energise business, political and cultural life, leading to positive developmental changes (Agarawal et al., 2004).  As Maskell et al. suggest, 

‘…some geographical environments are endowed with a structure as well as a culture which seem to be well suited for dynamic and economically sound development of knowledge, while other environments can function as a barrier to entrepreneurship and change.’ (1998, 181).

Rural development, in summary, is influenced by multiple factors, and can be explained and analysed in different ways and from varying perspectives.  Enterprise in the rural economy is clearly driven by rates of new venture formation, and there is a clear and well-established link between business start-up dynamics and local economic development.  It is influenced by standard market factor inputs and dynamics, such as those used by HM Treasury (2005) to conceptualise and analyse economic growth and development; as stated in the Blue Book and Green Book frameworks for analysing the economy and assessing the impacts of intervention.

However, rural enterprise, and hence the development of the rural economy, is also a function of the cultural values and norms that hold within an area, and so is based on the behaviours and predispositions of individuals towards, or against, enterprise within a locality (Atherton, 2004).  The intangible dimensions of the rural economy, society and specific community within which exchange and interaction occur, therefore define, describe and determine localised levels of entrepreneurial activity and potential.  It is these implicit, contextualised and yet critical ‘institutional’ dimensions of local development and activity that determine localised patterns of enterprise, and broader socioeconomic, development.

2.3

Barriers to enterprise in the rural economy

This section identifies the barriers confronting entrepreneurs in the rural environment and the strategies that can be used in order to overcome these barriers (e.g. change of strategic business direction, diversification, specialization or other strategies such as merger).  A barrier can be defined as a phenomenon - political, social, economic, technical or personal - that places a restriction, either permanently or temporarily, on the potential of the individual to develop the business (McElwee, 2004). 

Specific potential barriers to the development of the enterprise include those shown in Table 2 below.  Barriers will differ for different enterprises depending on the personal and business characteristics of the individual entrepreneur and enterprise.

	Barriers
	References

	Access to distribution channels
	(McElwee, 2005)

	Capital requirements of entry
	(Gasson, 1988; Rantamäki-Lahtinen, 2002)

	Economies of scale
	(Kupiainen, et al. 2000), (McElwee, 2005)

	Geography and proximity to markets including Labour markets

Skills/Education
	(Maskell et al., 1998)

	Inward Investment


	OECD 1996

	Lack of entrepreneurial spirit
	(Klodzinski, 2001).

	Legislation and Regulation
	(Falconer, 2000; Poot et al., 2006), European Commission (1996) Atkinson and Hurstfield (2004).

	Limited access to business support
	(Lowe and Talbot, 2000; McElwee, 2004).

	Poor management skills
	(McElwee, 2005)

	Position on the ‘experience curve’
	(Kupiainen, et al. 2000), (McElwee, 2006)

	Retaliation of existing businesses 

and Competition between firms and areas
	(Sikorska, 2001).

	Security
	European Commission (1996)

	Travel time and Peripherality
	(Maskell et al., 1998)


Table 2 Barriers to the development of the enterprise
3.
Developing a taxonomy classification of the rural enterprise economy 

Thus far we have examined definitions, depictions and discussions of enterprise and the rural economy.  In this section of the paper we will develop an outline framework for characterising the rural enterprise economy, based on our review of the literature.  The framework seeks to integrate and synthesise the preceding discussion of enterprise and the rural economy into a single means of representing its many dimensions and particularities.  Recognising the inherent heterogeneity of the notion of rural, and seeking to develop a means of ‘making sense’ of this diversity in a structured way (Weick, 1995), the framework will be used to build a typology of rural enterprise economies.

3.1

Classifying the rural economy based on dominant spatial characteristics

There are two broad characteristics of a rural economy which appear to be inherent and distinctive, and so can be deployed in the development of such a typology.  These characteristics are summarised in the following two propositions:

(i) Rural economies are not necessarily remote:  they can be spatially proximate to as well as distant from urban areas and concentrations of economic activity.

(ii) Rural economies can be connected, in terms of travel and communication infrastructure, regardless of their spatial location, and so cannot be characterised necessarily as isolated.  

Isolated rural communities that are distant from major population concentrations, in other words, are only one type of rural context.  Rural Wales or the Highlands and Islands of Scotland could be categorised as both remote and isolated, because of their distance from concentrations of economic activity and major conurbations and because they are relatively isolated from wider economic opportunity as a result of an under-developed travel and logistics infrastructure.  One example of a connected but remote rural community is Alford in Weardale, which is one of the most ‘wired’ rural villages in the country.

These two dimensions of a rural economy can be mapped against each other to plot out possible permutations in terms of the spatial distance and degree of connectivity between a rural area and wider markets and economic opportunities (as demonstrated by the agglomeration of firms, labour and related services and resources in large urban areas and their hinterlands).  In order to plot these variations, the starting point for development of the framework is the assumption that rural economies can be either proximate or remote, and they can be connected or isolated.  This points to a two axis model of a rural economy, and four generic permutations (see Diagram 1).
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Rural economies that are isolated and remote might be considered ‘deep rural’.  Isolated and proximate rural communities are overlooked, in that although they are relatively close to the economic opportunities of major settlements nearby, they are not well connected with these markets.  Examples of rural economies that are isolated but proximate might include the East coast of County Durham in the North East of England, or parts of Suffolk and Norfolk in the East of England.  

Proximate, connected rural areas are integrated settlements that benefit from and interact with major conurbations and that have access to wider patterns of economic trading and exchange.  At their most vibrant, these areas are likely to be local concentrations of economic, and entrepreneurial, activity that trade beyond their borders and bring economic wealth and opportunity in from other areas.  The proximity of these areas to major cities may, however, make them dependent upon these large settlements.  When, for example, a large proportion of inhabitants of proximate, connected rural areas travel to nearby conurbations for work, settlements can become ‘dormitory’ towns and villages that ‘export’ their resident population in return for ‘imported’ income.  This category might include rural market towns in and around the South-East of England, and near large conurbations in the Midlands, that have high levels of commuting within the resident population.

Connected and remote rural communities are those that have strong virtual and internet-based connections, as well as high levels of accessibility via ‘hard’ infrastructure such as roads, rail and air.   These communities might be tourist attractions that are visited by significant numbers of tourists and are relatively easy to access.  Examples therefore would be the more accessible parts of the Lake District and Peak District.  This group is also likely to include rural ‘pockets’ such as New Forest and Sherwood Forest. 

3.2

A typology of entrepreneurial activity in rural areas

Unlike cities and urban areas, the economies of which are based on a logic of agglomeration, (i.e. local densities of firms and labour), rural areas tend to be characterised by dispersed economic and hence entrepreneurial activity; perhaps with some concentration of entrepreneurial and economic activity in rural settlements and service centres.  These settlements range, however, in terms of size and economic intensity and significance, typically as a result of local patterns of entrepreneurial activity and size of hinterland, as well as levels of connectivity (as indicated in diagram 1 above).  New venture creation is likely to concentrate in and around existing concentrations of entrepreneurial activity, both those that are well established and those that are newly emerging, and as a result can either reinforce existing concentrations of entrepreneurial and economic activity in rural areas or can lead to the creation of new local concentrations.

The geographical scope and parameters of enterprise and entrepreneurial activity in rural areas will also vary.  There will, for example, be enterprises that trade locally within the rural settlement or locality and there will be others that will trade across and beyond the rural area.  Some, therefore, are part of the local economy and some, therefore, trade from the locality, regardless of geographical boundaries and local economies.  Combined, these two dimensions indicate the following framework for describing rural economies:
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Diagram 2 : Framing the Rural Enterprise Economy


Diagram 2 has two axes; one which is locally focused entrepreneurship, and the other which is non-local.  Locally-focussed entrepreneurship can be seen to occur when enterprises serve the local community and there is a degree of self-sufficiency, if not autarky, in the local economy and the enterprises within it.  Non-local enterprises are ones that choose to locate in the rural area, not necessarily for its economic features, but more for non-economic reasons, including lifestyle and way of living features; or because they are not constrained as businesses by geography.  So, web-based businesses, such as web designers might be non-local businesses trading in the local area, as would engineering companies that grew out of agricultural engineering into wider forms of engineering and are now selling nationally and internationally.  On the other axis there will be entrepreneurial concentrations in rural settlements and also entrepreneurship outside of these settlements.  

This framework provides a taxonomy or classification of the rural enterprise economy, and of entrepreneurship within a rural context.  It points to four types of rural enterprise economy.

The first type of rural enterprise economy that can be identified is one that is locally focused and has entrepreneurial concentrations (Deep Rural Economies).  This type of economy might be present in ‘deep rural’ areas, such as the Highlands and Islands (see Diagram 1 previously) and will be characterised as self-sufficient with high levels of local trading and interdependence.  There may be some local agglomeration effects and some clustering activity, but within the local economy rather than trading beyond it.  This economy is therefore defined by its own spatial boundaries – enterprises and hence entrepreneurs will focus on generating services and economic options and choice for inhabitants within this area and communities.  

The second group is locally focused with dispersed entrepreneurship (Locally Focussed Economies).  These would be rural non-settlement areas, such as rural expanses (perhaps areas of national beauty) where there are few settlements and few concentrations of entrepreneurial activity.  Open countryside with farms interspersed between and very small hamlets might be examples of this type of rural enterprise economy.  

The third category is where there is dispersed entrepreneurship that is trading non-locally (Non-Locally Focussed Economies).  This might be characterised as pockets of entrepreneurship, as a result of individuals shifting from the south-east and urban areas, for example, to places like southern Lincolnshire.  Although part of a wider demographic and economic change and trend they do not build critical mass within their local areas and so you would see a scattering of individual artisan and small scale enterprises across many settlements and houses within this type of rural area.   

The fourth area is entrepreneurial concentrations that are not only trading locally, but are also active in other markets and in pursuing entrepreneurial opportunities outside of, and often without reference to, their particular rural location (Concentrated Entrepreneurial Economies).  These would be rural hotspots and clusters where significant levels of local economic activity allow the rural area to trade beyond its own boundaries and to bring in economic wealth and new opportunities.  Again as with the first diagram this provides a clear taxonomy of different types of rural enterprise economy.

3.3

Towards a framework for categorising rural enterprise economies

Diagrams 1 and 2 can be combined in order to represent both entrepreneurial and economic activity in rural areas in a framework that highlights the specific characteristics of rural rather than urban areas.  The context therefore is the rural economy i.e. the first diagram 1 and this can be used as the starting point and context within which enterprise and entrepreneurship occurs in rural areas.  By integrating the axes used in diagrams 1 and 2 a broad typology can be developed, given that there is a strong overlap between the isolated locally based axis in diagrams 1 and 2 and the connected non-local in diagrams 1 and 2.  A significant addition to the rural economy is the concentrated versus dispersed nature of entrepreneurship in rural areas.  This gives a three dimensional diagram (Diagram 3), where there are three vectors.  Firstly, isolated rural economies on one side of the vertical axis, connected on the other i.e. isolated versus connected rural economies is the first axis.  Secondly, remote versus proximate rural areas; and, thirdly, entrepreneurial concentrations in rural areas versus dispersed entrepreneurship in rural areas.  
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The three-dimensional nature of diagram 3 points to a multi-component classification or typology of rural enterprise economies.  Diagram 4 re-formats the three axes in order to illustrate this more detailed typology of rural enterprise economies.  The two diagrams point to a modelling of rural enterprise around three distinctive, but probably related, criteria and dimensions of entrepreneurial activity within a rural setting.
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Although that there are eight possible permutations, only six appear likely because the notion of isolated entrepreneurial concentrations that are connected is an unlikely combination, as is isolated proximate entrepreneurial concentrations.  The six types of rural enterprise economy that emerge from this framework therefore are as follows:

1) Isolated remote and dispersed rural enterprise economies i.e. local economies and communities which are isolated from urban areas and other areas in remote parts of a country and with few concentrations of entrepreneurial activity and overall low levels of entrepreneurship.

2) Isolated proximate and dispersed entrepreneurship, so in rural areas, which although they are close to urban areas and other areas of economic activity, including more prosperous rural areas are isolated because of infrastructure and connectivity issues and perhaps cultural and attitudinal issues and as a symptom of this have dispersed and hence low levels of entrepreneurship.

3) Remote connected rural enterprise economies with concentrations of entrepreneurs.  In this scenario the high levels of connectivity, combined with remoteness and so an inference of access to areas of natural beauty, has attracted in, or been enabled by concentrations of entrepreneurs locally.  These hotspots and clusters are likely to generate significant economic growth, adaptability, flexibility and wealth within these rural areas.

4) Remote connected dispersed, culturally being connected but being remote does not necessarily lead to concentrations of entrepreneurial activity.  Indeed in many situations the lifestyle choices of people living in these areas might not be conducive to enterprise and entrepreneurship, therefore the scenario is for remote connected and dispersed entrepreneurship.  This might be typical of a rural area which is a tourist attraction or location where young people leave to go to other rural areas or to cities for employment and to start and run their own business.

5) Proximate, connected concentrations.  These are likely to be virtual extensions of larger urban areas, in ---- open or almost urban rural areas with significant levels of entrepreneurial activity, well connected into cities and other areas of economic activity, both rural and urban.

6) Proximate, connected but dispersed.  This might be indicative for example of a dormitory town which is close to a large urban area, well connected, but most of the people work in other rural areas or in cities and large towns.

4.
Conclusions

This paper has argued that there is a lack of explicit consideration in the literature of the notion of the rural enterprise economy, as both a spatial dimension to rural enterprise and a local context for entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial activity.  The importance of local context to the emergence of specific values and norms in turn generates a particular, often normative, stance on enterprise.  Developing more detailed and more robust considerations and characterisations of rural enterprise economies as a concept and spatially aware consideration of the phenomenon is likely to generate greater insight into our understanding of rurality, the rural and entrepreneurship within these geographies and in relation to the normative considerations of the communities within which it emerges.

The taxonomy of rural enterprise economies proposes that this is, in itself, a complex and variable concept and phenomenon.  Rather than propose a series of generic, or universal applicable, characteristics, dimensions or dynamics of enterprise in a rural setting, the framework points to different forms and configurations of entrepreneurship in the countryside.  In proposing a taxonomy that is, like all classification schemes, generalising of individual and specific circumstances, the validity of the framework lies in its ability to find and establish a balance between sense making through conceptual aggregation and the extent to which these aggregated categories can be applied in a meaningful way to specific instances of a rural economy and to the exercise and dynamics of enterprise within it.

This indicates a need to apply the framework, which at present, is a conceptual proposition rather than empirically validated explanation or description of the phenomenon it is seeking to analyse and understand.  A key next step, therefore, is to seek to validate (or dismiss) the taxonomy by applying it to a national context and assessing its applicability and value in application.  The authors are intending to do this nationally (via an analysis of the UK) and trans-nationally (with European partners).

5.
Policy Implications

According to Gnyawali and Fogel (1994), the rural entrepreneurial environment can be grouped into five dimensions: government policies and procedures, socio-economic conditions, entrepreneurial and business skills, financial support to businesses, and non-financial support to businesses.   MacFarlane (1996) examined the decision making process for entrepreneurs affected by agricultural and rural policy change.  Winter (1997) argued that farmers ‘need new skills and knowledge if environmentally sustainable agriculture is to be achieved.’  Support to entrepreneurs needs to sit within a policy and technology transfer context.  

Policy implications are defined as findings and conclusions that, as a consequence of research undertaken, indicate:

· how regional or local governments could take action to improve or enhance entrepreneurial development; 

· how management competency can be developed;

· how local economies and communities can be developed; 

· how sustainable entrepreneurial organizations can be developed; or,

· how universities can develop entrepreneurial and enterprising graduates.

When discussing entrepreneurship rural enterprises and environments the topic of policy emerges naturally.  Rural areas are threatened in many ways but at the same time provide opportunity.  Income is variable even in the short term; investments require a long term view.  This implies that a wider perspective than that of the farmers themselves has to be identified and used. Policy issues include income guarantees, but also the protection of the landscape, the maintenance of a rich ecology, the restriction of land development for residential purposes. 

Three areas where change and long term planning are necessary are outlined below: the entrepreneur, education providers and policy makers.

The Entrepreneur.  Entrepreneurs need to recognise that they themselves are agents of change.  They need to become able to step into a parallel ‘world’, where they are able to find the resources to develop their own self-efficacy.  

Education providers.  Rural entrepreneurs need to develop new skills and update old ones in order to compete and deal with their problems (be they internal in terms of efficiency, or external in terms of international efficacy).  This requires management development.  However, these entrepreneurs are often geographically isolated from centres of learning.  New models of knowledge-acquisition and delivery need to be developed – in particular by bringing the provider to the entrepreneur. 

Policy.  Farming and agriculture continues to have a huge footprint in the UK.  As indicated, it is facing a number of huge challenges – often in terms of ratios to other industries.  For example in 2005, agriculture accounted for 74% of England’s land area, but only for 2% of its labour force.  Some new understandings are needed to link the activities of individuals to those of whole layers of social structure.  One important distinction is in terms of knowledge being restricted to certain levels: although data collection may happen on the level of individuals, knowledge production may happen only on the level of (agricultural) sectors.

Some suggestions for policy interventions can be found in table 5.  It should be realised that they are suggestions only.  Further research work is necessary, as argued especially in terms of the possibility of accessible ‘worlds’ that may function as support to increase the problem solving capacity of the farming sector.

	Problem
	Possible Policy Intervention

	Networking
	Promotion of partnerships

Encourage cooperation between farms and food production chain

Provide business advice

	Access to finance
	Grant and tax subsidy

Private equity investment

Venture capital

	Knowledge
	Research Programmes

Investment in management education and training

Rural business incubators and science parks

Promote Innovative behaviour

Entrepreneurship culture

	Labour Markets
	Encourage labour mobility


Table 3 Problems and policy intervention in the sector
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� See Niittykangas, 1996, for a paper focusing on SMEs in a rural economic context as an exception to this tendency.
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